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In some countries, the product-innovation TEA is more than twice as high as in some others: 17% in Slovenia vs. only 6% in Hungary. Regarding technological innovations the gap is even wider, all the way to sevenfold: 28% in the Czech Republic vs. only 3% in the neighboring Poland (both being fellow members of the Visegrad Group). Therefore, in the academic literature on entrepreneurship in post-socialist countries, a gradual shift towards factors that might explain the above differences occurred. By the early 2000s, three relevant theories emerged in the literature. The first links the aforementioned diversity to the variability of initial institutional and societal matrices, which do not help (or even hinder) the development of entrepreneurship [Aidis, 2005b; Ovaska, Sobel, 2005; van der Zwan, 2011] . Authors in the second group concentrate on microlevel factors such as the individual characteristics of entrepreneurs in specific countries [McMillan, Woodruff, 2002; Cieslik, van Stel, 2012; Lafuente, Vaillant, 2013] . They stressed that there were not solely different attitudes towards entrepreneurship in society, but also various types of entrepreneurs with different motivations, goals and objectives, values, etc., prevailing in different transitional societies. Finally, researchers in the third group insist on the need to take into account both institutional and specific individual features of the entrepreneurs [Estrin et al., 2006; Hashi, Krasniqi, 2011] . Following William Baumol [Baumol, 1990] , they stress the differences between productive, non-productive, and destructive entrepreneurship [Kihlgren, 2003; Sauka, Welter, 2007] , which combined with various Source: [Amoros, Bosma, 2013] . People's Entrepreneurial Activity: Sources and Patterns institutional barriers creates different business habitats. Looking through such a lens, it becomes possible to identify different as well as some completely unique entrepreneurial ecosystems, comprising a small number of innovative companies with high growth potential and a mass of non-productive actors such as microenterprises, the self-employed (including those engaged in informal and shadow sectors of the economy), and businesses whose main resource is political rent (e.g., revenues generated through corruption, etc.) or even criminal violence [Smallbone, Welter, 2002; Volkov, 2012] (see Table 2 ). Not only do formal institutions whose development is monitored by international organizations and reflected in special indices (such as Doing Business 2 etc.) play a role, informal ones do as well. These were noted by Saul Estrin and Tomasz Mickiewicz who among other things analyzed various attitudes, perceptions [Chepurenko, 2008] , and social norms including trust [Raiser et al., 2003; Welter et. al., 2005] . Accession to the EU in 2004 and the rapid institutional development of eight CEE and Baltic countries (and, subsequently, three Balkan nations) resulted in increasingly different conditions for entrepreneurship there and in other transitional economies. This gap was due to the implementation of the framework principles of and approaches to providing support to entrepreneurship in the new EU member states, which permitted international organizations, to distinguish them from economies that do not meet the EU's requirements for business conditions and the development of the entrepreneurial environment. It is assumed by international organizations that the new EU members have completed their systemic transition [Kornai, 2006; Gros, Steinherr, 2004] , while other countries are still moving towards that goal. In effect, geopolitical factors have become the criteria for classifying post-socialist countries.
Approaches to classifying entrepreneurial ecosystems: different approaches in the literature
An analysis of the framework conditions and entrepreneurial activities on the basis of Global Entrepreneurship Monitoring (GEM) data and various indices used by international organizations gives reason for doubting the relevance of such a geopolitically based approach to the typologization Source: [Korosteleva, 2014] . Source: [Korosteleva, 2014] .
Тable 2. Entrepreneur types based on motivation and source of revenues
Entrepreneurship Productive Non-productive Destructive Necessity-driven "Shuttles" "Roofers" "Raiders"
Opportunitydriven Entrepreneurs/companies with high growth potential ('gazelles') Public and partially public monopolies "Violent entrepreneurship"
Source: [Chepurenko, 2015] . of post-socialist countries, at least as regards the ecosystems of entrepreneurship [Chepurenko, 2015; Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] . As Acs et al. said: "Because entrepreneurship researchers have focused on the individual and ignored the context, we have missed at least three important points: (1) that it is the context that regulates who decides to start a new firm; (2) it is the context that regulates what kind of firm they will start; (3) that the context also decides how aggressively the firm will pursue growth and with what outcomes" [Acs et al., 2016, p. 530] . In our opinion, obtaining a deeper and more precise understanding of the nature of entrepreneurship in post-socialist countries [Chepurenko, 2015] requires a deep immersion into the context of the various respective ecosystems, by studying the following areas:
• Context-dependent classification of transitioning societies and economies based upon an analysis of various institutional matrices and empirical data [Aidis et al., 2010a; Chepurenko et al., 2012; Obraztsova, Chepurenko, 2010; Szerb, Trumbull, 2015; Welter, 2005; Welter, Smallbone, 2011b; ; • An analysis of the effects of various types of interactions between networks, formal and informal institutions, and their impact on entrepreneurial behavior [Batjargal, 2006; Commander, Tolstopiatenko, 1997; Rehn, Taalas, 2004; ; • Studying the variety and heterogeneity of productive, non-productive, and destructive entrepreneurship during a systemic transformation [Rona-Tas, Sagi, 2005; Sauka, Welter, 2007; ; • Identifying and analyzing the role of institutional traps that appear as a result of the import of institutions and best practices; analyzing the evolution of small and medium business development policies [Welter, Smallbone, 2011a] . New theoretical approaches emerging in the scope of institutional theory allow one to critically rethink the development of entrepreneurship in post-socialist countries. Employing a wide range of empirical data available to researchers, they allow one to make quantitative comparisons beyond the scope of official statistics. For example, our study [Chepurenko, 2015] suggests a cluster-based approach to measuring business activity as an extension of the "different transformations" concept (similar to the "different capitalism" models) [Hall, Soskice, 2001] ). The diversity of entrepreneurial ecosystems is manifested through the disparity between the so-called entrepreneurial framework conditions (EFC) and the level of entrepreneurial activity in post-socialist countries. This concept does not refer to path dependence, i.e., the state of societies before the beginning of systemic transition alone, but finds classification criteria in the conditions and institutions that have emerged over the course of the systemic transformation process itself. According to the GEM explanatory model, entrepreneurial framework conditions reflecting the socioeconomic context [Welter, 2011] include a set of institutions that affect the quality of the business environment and are measured using 10 indicator groups. The GEM has no integrated EFC indicator, therefore as a substitute for a national-level EFC index, we used an indicator calculated as the difference between the share of nascent business owners and the share of individuals who have shut down a business over the past year among the adult population provided by the GEM APS data. The difference between the number of those persons entering and leaving entrepreneurial activity over the same period of timethough it can be due in part to personal circumstances and motives -would still be representative enough to illustrate the entrepreneurs' perceptions of the framework conditions for their activities. As the GEM annual monitoring surveys show, this perception turned out to be decisive for the establishment and liquidation of new firms alike. Thus, the quality of the entrepreneurial framework conditions can be expressed using the following formula:
Тable 3. EFC quality and entrepreneurial activity indicators in post-socialist countries (based on the GEM data for 2011) People's Entrepreneurial Activity: Sources and Patterns
BBO is the share of nascent entrepreneurs, and BUS disc is the share of people who have discontinued their entrepreneurial activities over the course of the previous year. The 'quality' of entrepreneurial activity does not solely reflect entrepreneurs' ability to contribute to employment and economic growth in a country. As it is shown [Schillo, Persault, 2016] , entrepreneurial intentions not only reflect individuals' willingness to become entrepreneurs, but also certain components of the national business environment. Motivation, its character -driven by opportunity or necessityis one of the parameters governing individual entrepreneurial aspirations, while the structure of that motivation, or the ratio of improvement-driven entrepreneurship (IDE) and necessity-driven activity is an important indicator for the entrepreneurial potential of the population. Numerous empirical studies [Hessels et al., 2008; Shane et al., 2003] demonstrate that various motivations affect goal-setting and the entrepreneurial strategies of newly established and developing firms, i.e., their potential for growth, export, and innovation -differently. Moreover, the GEM methodology [Reynolds et al., 2005 ] focuses on differences in entrepreneurs' motivation in various countries, and especially on its effect on the socalled U-curve of the correlation between entrepreneurial activity and economic development in various groups of countries [Reynolds et al., 2005] . The difference between prevailing entrepreneurial motivation (IDE or necessity) divided by the share of those motivated by mixed considerations can be used as an indicator of the quality of entrepreneurial activity, i.e.:
(TEA IDE -TEA nec ) : TEA mixed , where:
TEA IDE is the share of improvement-driven early-stage entrepreneurs, TEA nec is the share of necessity-driven early-stage entrepreneurs, and TEA mixed is the share of early-stage entrepreneurs with mixed motivations correlated with their ambitions for growth and job creation. TEA mixed is an important indicator because in certain economies, a large, occasionally even predominant, share of early-stage entrepreneurs are motivated both by necessity and opportunity, so taking into consideration only these two types does not completely cover the motivational structure of nascent businessmen in the relevant national samples. The GEM data for 2011 (the year with the highest concentration of post-socialist countries in the GEM over the recent period of the project's implementation) allowed [Chepurenko, 2015] to obtain a quite precise picture of the framework conditions and entrepreneurial activity in several countries (Table 3) . Taking into account the entrepreneurial framework conditions and the quality of entrepreneurial potential (presented as two axes), a model for clustering post-social economies by entrepreneurship ecosystem type was built (Table 4) . Δof TEA < 0 means that entrepreneurial framework conditions in the relevant country are very poor; 0 <Δof TEA < 2 means they are satisfactory; and Δof TEA > 2 implies relatively favorable conditions. (Table 5) . Some countries, such as Russia or Hungary, look better than could be expected on the basis of expert assessments of their current economic and political situations; others (e.g., Poland) conversely do not live up to expectations. Nevertheless, the results illustrate our main point: 20 years after the beginning of systemic transformation in European socialist countries and the former Soviet Union, entrepreneurial ecosystems and related conditions are quite different. Among other things this means that specific approaches need to be employed both to analyze the reasons and to make policy recommendations to improve framework conditions for and provide support to entrepreneurship and SMEs in the aforementioned countries. Weak points of our evidence include the limited range of post-socialist economies covered by the GEM project: most of the CIS and Balkan countries do not take part in it at all, while some others only participate in certain rounds, which makes it difficult to obtain dynamic data arrays covering several years. Accordingly, only two groups out of seven include more than one country, which reduces the value of such a classification. A comparatively novel mechanism for an international comparison of entrepreneurial development was proposed in the scope of the so-called knowledge spill-over theory of entrepreneurship (KSTE): the Global Entrepreneurship Development Index (GEDI). This integrated indicator is calculated on the basis of 31 variables divided into 14 groups, which in turn are subsumed into three sub-indices [Acs, Szerb, 2011] . The authors assume a set of individual and institutional characteristics exists in each country at a particular period of time, which together constitute a national entrepreneurship system (NES): '… A National System of Entrepreneurship is the dynamic, institutionally embedded interaction between entrepreneurial attitudes, ability, and aspirations by individuals, which drives the allocation of resources through the creation and operation of new ventures' [Acs et al., 2014, p. 479] . The NES concept is systemic due to the fact that the cumulated impact of all the factors it comprises is larger than their sum. Unlike the microlevel (characteristics of, and resources available to, specific entrepreneurs) and mesolevel (networks, trust, etc.) approaches, the NES concept assumes that the development of entrepreneurship is affected by societal and institutional factors. However, this perspective reduces the problem to conditions for establishing and operating new companies, hence it follows that the definition of entrepreneurship reads solely as the process of establishing and managing of new ventures. A less restrictive concept of an entrepreneurial system was put forward by [Autio, Levie, 2015] , which describes the relationship between all processes and stages of development through the institutional context, seems to be more appropriate. Another limitation of the index built in the scope of the NES concept is the sources of data for calculating it. Along with surveys of the economically active adult population and entrepreneurs within the framework of the GEM project, certain variables are borrowed from databases maintained by organizations who use different measurement techniques (statistical, expert-based, etc.) , which makes the whole GEDI index highly subjective. In addition, the aggregated sub-indices are not weighted when the overall index is calculated: their arithmetic mean is simply extracted [Acs, Szerb, 2011] . This approach does not take into account the various weights of the same factors when decisions to create a new company or carry on with the business are made in different types of economies. It contradicts, for instance, the NES concept authors' thesis that, high-tech start-ups can play a more important role in countries where large public companies dominate than in economies in which most of the firms are SMEs [Acs et al., 2013] . For the latter group of nations (which includes almost the whole of CEE), the low level of high-tech entrepreneurship seems to be less critical to the quality of business environment than the level of people's education and entrepreneurial skills. Therefore, the value of this indicator for very different economies should be adjusted using a reduced weight coefficient. Consequently, some distortions are embedded in the GEDI methodology by definition. Nevertheless, a comparison of GEDI values [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] confirms the economic, societal, and cultural heterogeneity of post-socialist countries, which manifests itself in the different entrepreneurial ecosystems. Most of them match the level of more advanced non-European economies (see Table 6 ), with widely varying index values (ranging from 57.8 in Estonia to 30.4 in the bottom-ranking Bosnia and Herzegovina) -which makes the inclusion of "post-socialist countries" in a group of their own pointless. The classification suggested by the World Economic Forum (WEF) [WEF, 2015] in a number of cases raises similar doubts. For example, on the basis of per capita GDP figures, Italy and Greece are included in the group of innovative economies in the middle of the ranking, while Brazil (included in the second group of efficiency-driven economies) finds itself among the countries with the least developed entrepreneurship. All in all, such biases make one doubt the relevance of the per capita GDP indicator for typologizing countries and economies in the first place. [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] .
All countries were further clustered and divided into four groups (two study groups and two control ones) [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] : the former planned socialist economies and former market socialist economies on the one hand, and the non-transitional efficiency-driven countries, on the other (since the vast majority of post-socialist countries are efficiency-driven in terms of their economic development level). It resulted, firstly, in the discovery of a statistically significant gap between the average level of entrepreneurial development in post-socialist and other European countries. While in the first group the GEDI index was close to 44, countries that did not go through a systemic transformation phase usually had a value at around 61, i.e., a 28% gap in favor of non-transitional economies (Table 7) . Secondly, in terms of the development of entrepreneurship, post-social countries turned out to be closer to the group of efficiency-driven economies. According to [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] , this means that the level of economic development provides a satisfactory explanation for the disparities in entrepreneurial development [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015, p. 9-10] . However, the results obtained by grouping specific indicators (Table 8) (Table 9 ). Data presented in [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] indicates that the gap between these and other European countries' (i.e., those which have never been socialist) GEDI values is gradually narrowing. At the same time, during the period under consideration Slovenia's integral indicator value noticeably dropped (the WEF includes this nation in the group of innovation-driven economies); relevant figures for Latvia, the Czech Republic, and Macedonia have dropped insignificantly -by 2%, just as they have in Russia. Only Hungary and Romania demonstrated statistically significant growth, while in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia the growth was within the margin of error. However, it would be hard to call Hungary a liberal market economy. The overall picture displays rather stagnant or even negative processes in the "old" capitalist countries after the 2007 economic recession and the subsequent structural reforms in European countries. Their GEDI dynamics compared with the slow, positive dynamics of post-socialist economies casts the latter in a favorable light. In other words, a comparison of post-socialist economies with one other is very difficult because it reveals quite different, occasionally even contradictory, dynamics of entrepreneurial development, while comparing them with other European countries might be deceptive. On the one hand, this might have to do with the base effect and recovery growth; on the other, with the weak growth of private businesses during the transition to a new socioeconomic and societal order by established market economies. The value of the Entrepreneurial Aspirations Index, which is comprised of several indicators of the adult economically active population's willingness to establish a new venture during the period under consideration, has dropped or remained at least unchanged in six countries, while it grew only in three:
Тable 7. GEDI deviations from the main trend for each of the four groups of countries People's Entrepreneurial Activity: Sources and Patterns Hungary, Romania, and Macedonia. In our opinion, it is precisely the level of entrepreneurial aspirations that most accurately reflects people's perceptions of their own abilities and the opportunities for successful entrepreneurial activity. In the GEDI methodology, this indicator is measured on the basis of the overall ТЕА without talking into account the share of necessity-driven entrepreneurship. If the latter would be taken into account, the conditions of entrepreneurial activity would be estimated less positively even in countries where entrepreneurial aspirations have improved. Thus, significant differences between post-socialist countries are apparent both in the level and the rate of the development of entrepreneurship. Neither similar economic development levels nor a "common past" can explain the full extent of their disparity. Hence, new theoretical approaches to classifying the economies in question and their entrepreneurial ecosystems are needed.
Paradigm concepts for classifying post-socialist countries' entrepreneurial ecosystems
The institutional theory 3 has sufficient conceptual resources for a detailed, substantiated classification of entrepreneurial ecosystems in post-social countries. Essentially, we mean that the theory differentiates between inclusive and extractive institutions and thus explains why some countries become successful and others do not [Acemoğlu, Robinson, 2012] , as well as the concept of free versus limited access to GEDI -GEDI ranking; АТТ -attitudes; ABT -abilities; ASP -aspirations.
Source: [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] . Source: [Szerb, Trumbull, 2015] .
the market [North et al., 2009] . These theories allow one to explain why in different socioeconomic contexts, even given comparable economic development levels, different entrepreneurial ecosystems may emerge -based on productive, non-productive, and destructive entrepreneurship as well as their various combinations [Baumol, 1990] . According to Daron Acemoğlu and James Robinson, in countries with market economies and established democracies, the "organic" inclusive institutions play a leading role, i.e. those that support the reproduction of the socioeconomic system [Acemoğlu, Robinson, 2012] . On the contrary, if a market economy is weak and civil society is poorly developed (as is the case in some of the transitioning post-socialist countries, especially those outside the legal and institutional orbit of the EU), so-called "extractive" political and/ or economic institutions could emerge. Their specific feature is a concentration of political authority in the hands of a weak government incapable of providing basic social security to its citizens [Acemoğlu, Robinson, 2012] . At this point, Acemoğlu and Robinson's concept merges with the limited access concept proposed by North et al. [North et al., 2009] . Extractive economic institutions, which do not guarantee property rights or limit the power of monopolies, lead to the emergence of limited market access for actors not integrated into the government bureaucracy. Various combinations of inclusive and extractive institutions lead to different configurations of entrepreneurial ecosystems (see Table 10 ). In post-socialist countries, these systems are either based on inclusive institutions (e.g., some of the CEE countries that are new members of the EU), or are hybrid ones, i.e., those combining formally inclusive political institutions with de facto extractive economic ones (such as CIS countries and some of the former Yugoslav republics). Societal and institutional differences between the two extremes on the "open access -limited access" scale determine the framework conditions for the development of national entrepreneurial ecosystems. The less productive systems are also affected by economic factors that accompany systemic transformation and create a kind of vicious circle where the primitive structure of the economy leaves no opportunity for the emergence of innovative entrepreneurship. Such negative factors include the following:
• Low labor productivity inherited from the previous socioeconomic system: after twenty-five years since the beginning of reforms in most of these countries, this indicator's value ranges between 30% and 70% of advanced European economies' level. As a consequence, domestic products turn out to be more expensive than imported ones, so trade and services (such as catering, construction, repairs, etc.) become a natural niche for private entrepreneurship; • Low effective demand from the population, especially at the initial stage of systemic transformation (the first half of the 1990s) prompts entrepreneurs to go into the informal sector of the economy to increase their revenues, with the government and "predatory businesses" pushing them further in the same direction [Feige, 1997; Williams, 2008; Scase, 2000; .
Conclusions
Our analysis confirms the previously suggested hypothesis that entrepreneurship ecosystems in postsocialist countries remain very heterogeneous due to a wide range of factors, among which a common past is an important but by no means only determinant. The level of these countries' economic development measured using the WEF criteria does not fully explain the disparities in the quality of their entrepreneurial environments and activities. Economies with similar GDP per capita development levels show different levels of entrepreneurial activities and vice versa. Over the course of systemic transformation, the post-socialist economies have demonstrated not only different rates, but different directions ("different systemic transformations"). As a result, some created conditions for the emergence of a favorable business climate based on predominantly productive entrepreneurship, while others put in place limited access orders with predominantly non-productive entrepreneurship.
The existing approaches to measuring the quality of entrepreneurial activities using quantitative indicators support the above conclusion, but also have obvious limitations. The NES concept and the related GEDI index [Acs et al., 2013 [Acs et al., , 2014 [Acs et al., , 2016 do allow one, under certain circumstances, to rank countries, but do not provide criteria for classifying them. These criteria have to be borrowed from other theories. An attempt to link the different access orders with the specific context and quality of entrepreneurial activities [Chepurenko, 2015] seems to be more promising in terms of classifying post-socialist countries, but it suffers from a lack of empirical data. Accordingly, the number of clusters in effect matches the number of clustering subjects. Combining approaches to classifying transitional (hybrid, unstable) socioeconomic systems on the basis of the new concepts offered by institutional theory and the empirical analysis of framework conditions for development of entrepreneurship would help one more fully understand the specific features of entrepreneurial development in post-socialist countries. The variety of entrepreneurial paths, frameworks, ecosystems, and measures implemented to support small and medium private businesses should take into account the relevant individual characteristics of each specific post-socialist country, while any general recommendations tend to be less than effective. Productive entrepreneurship serves the political interests of the government and non-productive entrepreneurs affiliated with it (some of the postsocialist countries with de jure property rights de jure in place, but with a de facto monopolized economy)
Inclusive
Productive entrepreneurship serves political interests of the government (Greece, Chile during the junta rule, etc.)
Productive entrepreneurship defines the ecosystem (the older and some of the new EU member states)
